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Summary

This symposium is one of five sessions in a series on framing a research agenda in multiple arenas:
students, faculty, institutions, communities, and partnerships. Drawing on Research on Service



Learning: Conceptual Frameworks and Assessment (Clayton, Bringle, & Hatcher, 2013), we will
discuss theories relevant to research related to faculty (specifically, faculty development and faculty
learning), critique previous research in this arena, and collaboratively generate recommendations for
practice and future research.

We will open the session by inviting collaborative critique of research related to faculty. Hatcher will
share a model for conceptualizing research in terms of the convergence of theory, design, practice, and
measurement (Bringle, Clayton, & Hatcher, in press) and will facilitate discussion of her colleagues’
work accordingly. Discussion will focus on two related topics:

(a) Faculty development - Given the central role of faculty in implementing service learning and its
unfamiliar (Abes, Jackson, & Jones, 2002), counternormative nature (Clayton & Ash, 2004; Howard,
2000), when faculty development is nonexistent, haphazard, or based on faulty assumptions, strong
implementation of service learning courses is not likely. Intentional faculty development, therefore, is an
important focus of practice and research. Studies of faculty development have used informal methods,
such as satisfaction questionnaires, or have not used authentic evidence of faculty growth to understand
the processes that facilitate it. Theory-based studies of faculty development strategies in service learning
will help build a knowledge base that can positively influence practice. A research agenda framed by
theories related to faculty development will be outlined.

(b) Faculty learning - One of the many counternormative implications of service learning is that it calls
into question whose learning is at stake and provides an answer that is broader, deeper, and more
integrated than the academy’s characteristic focus on student learning - an answer that also highlights
the ways that student learning is bound up in the learning of faculty and community members. Service
learning can confront faculty with learning opportunities and challenges. Building our capacity to assess
and investigate that learning will advance understanding of the conditions under which faculty learn,
which can inform institutional engagement initiatives and faculty development. A research agenda
framed by theories related to faculty identity, learning, co-learning will be outlined.
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